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Application/Control Number: 10/032,817 
Art Unit: 2163 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to Amendment filed- January 3, 2006 
1-28 are presented for examination. Claims 1 and 15 have been amended. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Referring to the 35 USC 1 1 2 second paragraph rejections of claims 1 -28, 
Applicant's amendments to claims 1 and 15 are acknowledged. However, claims 1 and 
15 as amended, now raise new 112 second paragraph deficiencies as addressed 
below. 

3. Referring to amended claims 1 and 15, the claim amendments have overcome • 
the prior art of record. As such, the 35 USC 103(a) rejection of claims 1-28 are 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1,13-1 5, 27, and 28 recite the following limitations: 
- Claim 1 : "... based on the terms" and "terms associated with other determined 
lexical nodes" in para. 3 and 5 of the claim. It is unclear as to whether or not 
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the 'terms 1 are meant to refer to the metadata terms in para. 2 of the claim. 
Examiner suggests clarification of the 'terms' to specify whether or not the 
terms are the metadata terms claimed. 

- Claim 1 : "the term's definition" and "each term's definition" in para. 3 and 4 of 
the claim. It is unclear as to which term definition is being referred to- the 
metadata terms' definitions in para. 2 of the claim or the metadata term 
definition in para. 3 of the claim. Examiner suggests clarification of the 'term's 
definition' to specify whether or not the term definition is a metadata term 
definition and which one is being referred to. 

- Claims 13 and 14: "the terms" in para. 2 and 4 of claim 13 and "a term" in 
para. 2 of claim 14. It is unclear as to whether or not the 'term/s' is/are meant 
to refer to the metadata terms in para. 2 of claim 1 from which the claims 
depend. Examiner suggests clarification of the 'term/s' to specify whether or 
not the terms are the metadata terms claimed. 

- Claim 15: "...based on the terms" and "terms associated with other 
determined lexical nodes" in para. 4 and 6 of the claim. It is unclear as to 
whether or not the 'terms' are meant to refer to the metadata terms in para. 3 
of the claim. Examiner suggests clarification of the 'terms' to specify whether 
or not the terms are the metadata terms claimed. 

- Claim 15: "the term's definition" and "each term's definition" in para. 4 and 5 
of the claim. It is unclear as to which term definition is being referred to- the 
metadata terms' definitions in para. 3 of the claim or the metadata term 
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definition in para. 4 of the claim. Examiner suggests clarification of the 'term's 
definition' to specify whether or not the term definition is a metadata term 
definition and which one is being referred to. 

- Claims 13 and 14: "the terms" in para. 2 and 4 of claim 13 and "a term" in 
para. 2 of claim 14. It is unclear as to whether or not the 'term/s' is/are meant 
to refer to the metadata terms in para. 2 of claim 1 from which the claims 
depend. Examiner suggests clarification of the 'term/s' to specify whether or 
not the terms are the metadata terms claimed. 

- Claims 27 and 28: "the terms" in para. 2 and 3 of claim 27 and "a term" in 
para. 2 of claim 28. It is unclear as to whether or not the 'term/s' is/are meant 
to refer to the metadata terms in para. 3 of claim 15 from which the claims 
depend. Examiner suggests clarification of the 'term/s 1 to specify whether or m 
not the terms are the metadata terms claimed. 

Claims 1 and 15 recite the limitations "the plurality of determined lexical nodes" 
and "the determined plurality of lexical nodes" respectively in the second to last 
paragraph of the claims. There is insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in 
the claims. 

Due to the 35 USC 112 rejections, the claims have been interpreted as best 
understood by the examiner. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 1 -28 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

6. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Referring to claims 1 and 15, Preston discloses a computer method and system 
for viewing a data dictionary structure, the system comprising a processor comprising: a 
first component configured to retrieve a data dictionary including terms and term 
definitions; a second component configured to determine all lexical nodes of the data 
dictionary based on the terms; a third component configured to parse each term's 
definition; a fourth component configured to determine dependencies of each lexical 
node based on the parsed definitions and terms associated with other determined 
lexical nodes; a fifth component configured to generate a lexical graph based on the 
determined lexical nodes and the determined dependencies; and a display coupled to 
the processor and configured to display at least a portion of the generated lexical graph. 

Referring to claims 1 and 15, Pentheroudakis discloses a data dictionary 
including metadata terms and their definitions and that each lexical node of the data 
dictionary is associated with a metadata term and the term's definition. 
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Referring to claims 1 and 15, Bagga discloses retrieving a data dictionary 
including terms and term definitions (pages 3-4, Section 3-3.1) and creating a plurality 
of lexical nodes and determining dependencies of each node (page 5-6, Section 3.5.2). 

Referring to claims 1 and 15, Hayes discloses generate a lexical graph based on 
lexical nodes and their dependencies by constructing a lexical graph that includes word 
nodes and relations among them (WordNet, para. 4, page 108; para. 4, page 110; page 
112). 

None of these references, taken either alone or in obvious combination, disclose 
all the claimed features of applicant's instant invention, specifically including: creating a 

plurality of lexical nodes of a data dictionary based on the metadata terms within the 

> 

data dictionary, wherein each node is associated with a metadata term and the term's 
definition. 

Also, there is no motivation to combine the references to meet these limitations. 
It is for these reasons that applicant's invention defines over the prior art of record. 

Claims 2-14 and 16-28 depend from claims 1 and 15 respectively and are 
therefore also allowable. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
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accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art or art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

- The Role of a GUI in The Creation of a Trainable Message Understanding 
System' by Amit Bagga; November 1997; Proceedings of the 1997 
conference of the Centre for Advanced Studies on Collaborative research; 
pages 1-11; 

- The Web of Words' by Brian Hayes; March-April 1999; A reprint from 
American Scientist; Volume 87, Number 2; pages 108-112. 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 

i 

than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cheryl M Shechtman who can be reached on (571 ) 272- 
4018. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on (571) 272-1834. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

CMS 

March 17, 2006 

UYENLE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



